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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to Amendment filed on 15 July 2004. Claims 1-44 are pending 
in this Office Action. 



Information Disclosure Statement 
2. The information disclosure statement (IDS) submitted on 2 August 2004 is in compliance 
with the provisions of 37 CFR 1.97. Accordingly, the information disclosure statement is being 
considered by the examiner. 



Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments filed on 15 July 2004 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

4. As per applicant's arguments regarding the reference does not teach '^identifying the first 
document displayed to the user" have been considered but are not persuasive. Cooper teaches 
identifying the first document displayed to the user (Cooper, col. 4, lines 17-19, "the user then 
selects one or mores documents from the list (225) and requests that they be displayed"). In the 
system of Cooper, a user enters a query into a search system. The search system returns a list of 
relevant documents. The user selects one or more documents to be displayed, then the system of 
Cooper recognizes the keywords or concepts in the displayed document and displays additional 
information related to the keywords or concept. The claimed invention does not disclosed where 
the first document is come from, therefore, the examiner interprets the first document is the 
search result of a user entered query. The system of Cooper identifies the first document 
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displayed to the user (Cooper, col 4, lines 17-19). Then, the document viewed by the user is 
used as a starting point for determining the additional relevant information to the keywords and 
concepts. 

5. As per applicant's arguments regarding the reference does not teach "identifying at least a 
section of the first document" have been considered but are not persuasive. The claimed "a 
section of the first document" could be part of the document or the whole document. The system 
of Cooper extracts keywords or concepts from the displayed section of document, which could 
be either a part of the document or the whole document (Cooper, col. 3, lines 12-26, col. 4, lines 
13-25). Therefore, the argument is not persuasive. 

As per appHcant's arguments regarding the reference does not teach "extracting a first set 
of information objects . . . comprising: ... a first type and ... a second type, wherein the first type 
is different from the second type" have been considered and are persuasive. Therefore, the 
rejection has been withdrawn. However, upon fixrther consideration, a new ground(s) of 
rejection is made in view of Sweet et al. (US 6,415,278 Bl). Cooper teaches extracting text 
object from the document (Cooper, col. 4, lines 29-67), but does not teach extract other type of 
information object. Sweet teaches extracting all types of objects from the document (e.g., words, 
images, lists, frames or tables) (Sweet, col. 3, lines 2-4). Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the system of 
Cooper by incorporating an extraction module that can extract different type of objects (e.g., 
words, images, Hsts, frames or tables) as disclosed by Sweet (Sweet, col. 3, lines 2-4). The 
motivation being to enable the system to extract all type of objects (e.g., words, images, hsts, 
frames or tables) from the document. 
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6. As per applicant's arguments regarding the reference does not teach "determining degree 
of relevancy information for a second set of information objects ..." have been considered but are 
not persuasive. It is unclear where the second set of information objects is from, whether the 
second set of information objects is associated with the first section of the first document 
displayed to the user, or other sections of the first document displayed to the user, or other 
documents; and it is unclear what type of information object is the second set of information 
object, whether the information objects in the second set are the same type or different type . The 
examiner interprets the second set of information objects as documents. The relevancy 
information is between documents. Therefore, the arguments are not persuasive. 
7- As per applicant's arguments regarding the reference does not teach "selecting a third set 
of information objects from information object in the second set of information objects ..." have 
been considered but are not persuasive. Because the applicants do not disclose what the second 
and third set of information objects are and where they are from, the examiner interprets the 
second and third set of information objects as documents. In the system of Cooper, a user selects 
a first documents to be displayed, then the system recognizes the keywords or concepts in the 
displayed document and displays additional documents related to the keywords or concept 
(Cooper, col. 5, lines 39-50, "lists of these terms/documents, called related Usts, are returned . . . 
and displayed in a list box on the cUent screen . . the related Usts are the claimed third set of 
information objects). Therefore, the arguments are not persuasive. 

8. As per applicant's arguments regarding the reference does not teach "wherein the section 
of the first document displayed to the user is less than the entire first document" have been 
considered but are not persuasive. It well known that a display screen can display the whole 
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document if the document is short. However, when the document has multiple pages, then the 
screen would not be able to display the whole document altogether, the screen can only display 
part of the document. Under this situation, the section of the first document displayed to the user 
is less than the entire first document. Therefore, the arguments are not persuasive. 

9. As per applicant's arguments regarding the reference does not teach "identifying a 
plurality of selection techniques for determining degree of relevancy information for the first set 
of CPIOs" have been considered but are not persuasive. The examiner interprets the content 
provider information objects (CPIOs) as documents. Cooper teaches identifying selection 
technique for the text document to determining relevant information for the document (Cooper, 
col. 4, line 29 - col. 5, line 50). Furthermore, applicants admit in the disclosure that several 
other techniques known to those of skill in the art may also be used to determine the degree of 
relevancy (specification, page 21, [80]). Therefore, the arguments are not persuasive. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

10. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

1 1 . Claims 14, 28 and 42-44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

12. As per claims 14, 28 and 42, the invention claims "for each selection technique in the 
plurality of selection techniques, applying the selection technique in the plurality of selection 
techniques, applying the selection technique to generate degree of relevancy information for the 
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CPIOs, the degree of relevancy information indicating the relevancy of the CPIOs to the UDIOs 
calculated using the selection technique". The examiner interprets the content provider 
information objects (CPIOs) as text documents. The UDIOs comprising information of a first 
type and a second type, wherein the first type is different fi*om the second type, for example, 
image, or sound, etc. It is unclear how a selection technique (for example a text selection 
technique) can be applied to generate relevancy information for UDIOs of image or sound type. 
Claims 43 and 44 are rejected because of dependency. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
13. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

14- This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 

claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 

claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 

evidence to the contrary. AppUcant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1.56 to point out 

the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 

invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the appUcability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) 

and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

15. Claims 1-44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cooper et al. 

("Cooper", 6,101,503) in view of Sweet et al. (US 6,415,278 Bl). 
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As per claim 1, Cooper teaches a method of providing information to a user based upon 
contents of a first document displayed to the user, the method comprising: 

identifying the first document displayed to the user (Cooper, col. 4, lines 13-20)i 
identifying at least a first section of the first document (Cooper, col. 3, lines 12-26, col 4, 
lines 13-28); 

extracting a first set of information objects fi*om the first section of the first document 
(Cooper, Fig. 2 & 4, col. 3, lines 17-18); 

determining degree of relevancy information for a second set of information objects, the 
degree of relevancy information indicating the relevancy of information objects in the second set 
of information objects to information objects in the first set of information objects (Cooper, Fig; 
4, element 430, 450, col 4, line 13 - col 5, line 50); and 

selecting a third set of information object from information objects in the second set of 
information objects based upon the degree of relevancy information determined for information 
objects in the second set of information objects, wherein information objects in the third set of 
information objects store information to be output to the user when the first document is being 
displayed to the user (Cooper, Fig. 4, element 460, col 5, lines 39-50). 

Cooper does not explicitly disclose the first set of information objects comprising at least 
a first information object comprising information of a first type and a second information object 
comprising information of a second type, wherein the first type is different from the second type. 
Sweet teaches a first information object comprising information of a first type and a second 
information object comprising information of a second type, wherein the first type is different 
from the second type (Sweet, col 3, lines 2-4). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
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ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the system of Cooper by 
incorporating an extraction module that can extract different type of objects (e.g., words, images, 
lists, frames or tables) as disclosed by Sweet (Sweet, col. 3, lines 2-4). The motivation being to 
enable the system to extract all type of objects (e.g., words, images, lists, frames or tables) from 
the document. 

As per claim 2, Cooper and Sweet teach all the claimed subject matters as discussed in 
claim 1, and further teach the first section of the first document corresponds to a section of the 
first document displayed to the user, wherein the section of the first document displayed to the 
user is less than the entire first document (Cooper, col. 3, line 12 - col 4. line 60). 

As per claim 3, Cooper and Sweet teach all the claimed subject matters as discussed in 
claim 1, and further teach the first section of the first document corresponds to the entire first 
document (Cooper, col 3, line 12 - col. 4. line 60). 

As per claim 4, Cooper and Sweet teach all the claimed subject matters as discussed in 
claim 1 , and further teach extracting the first set of information objects from the first section of 
the first document comprises: for each information object in the first set of information objects: 
identifying a type of the information object based upon contents of the information object; 
determining a first content recognition technique based upon the type of the information object 
(Cooper, col. 4, lines 30-40); and applying the first content recognition technique to the 
information object to determine information related to the contents of the information object 
(Cooper, col. 3, lines 12-26). 
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As per claim 5, Cooper and Sweet teach all the claimed subject matters as discussed in- 
claim 1 , and further teach determining the degree of relevancy information for the second set of 
information objects comprises: 

identifying a plurality of selection techniques for determining the degree of relevancy 
information (Cooper, col 4, lines 15-18); and 

for each selection technique in the plurality of selection techniques, applying the 
selection technique to generate relevancy scores for information objects in the second set of 
information objects, the relevancy scores indicating the relevancy of information objects in the 
second set of information objects to information objects in the first set of information objects 
calculated using the selection technique (Cooper, Fig. 4, col. 4, hnes 13-40); and 

selecting the third set of information objects comprises: 

selecting information objects from the second set of information objects to be included in 
the third set of information objects based upon the relevancy scores for information objects in the 
second set of information objects calculated using the plurality of selection techniques (Cooper, 
Fig. 4, col. 4, lines 13-40). 

As per claim 6, Cooper and Sweet teach all the claimed subject matters as discussed in 
claim 1, except for explicitly disclosing calculating an aggregate relevancy score for the 
information object by aggregating the relevancy scores generated for the information object by 
applying the plurality of selection techniques; and selecting the information object to be included 
in the third set of information objects if the aggregated relevancy score calculated for the 
information object is above a threshold value. However, the search system of Cooper ranks a list 
of relevant documents (Cooper, col. 4, lines 15-17). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
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one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the Cooper and 
Sweet's combined system by using the rank function to calculate an aggregate relevancy score 
and selecting documents that are above a threshold value. The motivation being to remove non- 
relevant documents and display only the most relevant document to the user. This will save the 
user time to navigate and review the documents. 

As per claim 7, Cooper and Sweet teach all the claimed subject matters as discussed in 
claim 1, and further teach identifying a first selection technique and a second selection technique 
for determining the degree of relevancy information; and applying the first selection technique to 
generate a first set of relevancy scores for information objects in the second set of information 
objects, the first set of relevancy scores indicating the relevancy of information objects in the 
second set of information objects to information objects in the first set of information objects 
calculated using the first selection technique; applying the second selection technique to generate 
a second set of relevancy scores for information objects in the second set of information objects, 
the second set of relevancy scores indicating the relevancy of information objects in the second 
set of information objects to information objects in the first set of information objects calculated 
using the second selection technique; and selecting the third set of information objects 
comprises: selecting information object form the second set of information objects to be included 
in the third set of information objects based upon the first set of relevancy scores and the second 
set of relevancy scores (Cooper, col. 4, line 13- col. 5, line 50, applicants' specification, page 21, 
[80]). 

As per claim 8, Cooper and Sweet teach all the claimed subject matters as discussed in 
claim 1, and further teach determining a plurality of concepts of interest to the user; determining 
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relevancy of each information object in the first set of information objects to each concept in the 
plurality of concepts; determining relevancy of each information object in the second set of 
information objects to each concept in the plurality of concepts; and calculating the first set of 
relevancy scores based upon the relevancy of each information object in the first set of 
information objects to each concept in the plurality of concepts and based upon the relevancy of 
each information object in the second set of information objects to each concept in the plurality 
of concepts, wherein each relevancy score in the first set of relevancy scores indicates a degree 
of relevancy of an information object in the second set of information objects to an information 
object in the first set of information objects for a particular concept included in the plurality of 
concepts (Cooper, col. 4, col. 3, hnes 13-26). 

As per claim 9, Cooper and Sweet teach all the claimed subject matters as discussed in 
claim 1, and further teach for each information object in the first set of information objects: 
identifying a type of the information object based upon contents of the information object; 
determining a comparison technique based upon the type of the information object; and for each 
information object in the second set of information objects, applying the comparison technique to 
generate a relevancy score for the information object in the second set of information objects, the 
relevancy score indicating a degree of relevance of the information object in the second set of 
information objects to the information object in the first set of information objects using the 
comparison technique determined based upon the type of the information object in the first set of 
information objects (Cooper, Fig. 2-4, col. 3, lines 12-26, col. 4, lines 13-40). 

As per claim 10, Cooper and Sweet teach all the claimed subject matters as discussed in 
claim 1 , and further teach communicating the third set of information objects to a user system 
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which is used to output information stored by information objects in the third set of information 
objects to the user (Cooper, Fig. 1-4). 

As per claim 11, Cooper and Sweet teach all the claimed subject matters as discussed in 
claim 1, and further teach the first document is displayed to the user using an access program and 
the information stored by information objects in the third set of information objects is output to 
the user in a predetermined area of the access program (Cooper, Fig. 1-4). 

As per claim 12, Cooper and Sweet teach all the claimed subject matters as discussed in 
claim 1 , and further teach the access program is a web browser and the first document is a web 
page (Cooper, col. 3, lines 50-62). 

Claim 13 is rejected on grounds corresponding to the reasons given above for claim 1 . 

As per claim 14, Cooper teaches a method of providing information to a user based upon 
contents of a document displayed to the user, the method comprising: 

accessing a first set of content provider information objects (CPIOs) (Cooper, Fig. 2-4, 
col. 3, line 12 - col. 4, line 40); 

identifying the document displayed to the user (Cooper, col. 4, lines 13-20); 

extracting a first set of user document information objects (UDIOs) fi'om the document 
(Cooper, Fig. 2-4, col. 4, lines 21-40); 

identifying a plurality of selection techniques for determining degree of relevancy 
information for the first set of CPIOs (Cooper, col. 4, lines 29-67); 

for each selection technique in the plurality of selection techniques, applying the 
selection technique to generate degree of relevancy information for the CPIOs, the degree of 
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relevancy information indicating the relevancy of the CPIOs to the UDIOs calculated using the 
selection technique (Cooper, col. 4, line 13 - col 5, line 50); and 

selecting a second set of CPIOs from the first set of CPIOs based upon the degree of 
relevancy information for the CPIOs calculated using the plurality of selection techniques, 
wherein information objects in the second set of CPIOs store information to be output to the user 
when the document is being displayed to the user (Cooper, col 5, lines 39-50). 

Cooper does not explicitly disclose the first set of UDIOs comprising a first UPIO of a 
first type and a second UDIO of a second type, wherein the first type is different from the second 
type. Sweet teaches the first set of UDIOs comprising a first UPIO of a first type and a second 
UDIO of a second type, wherein the first type is different from the second type (Sweet, col 3, 
lines 2-4). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify the system of Cooper by incorporating an extraction module 
that can extract different type of objects (e.g., words, images, Hsts, frames or tables) as disclosed 
by Sweet (Sweet, col 3, lines 2-4). The motivation being to enable the system to extract all type 
of objects (e.g., words, images, lists, frames or tables) from the document. 

Claims 15-27 and 29-41 are rejected on grounds corresponding to the reasons given 
above for claims 1-13. 

Claims 28 and 42 are rejected on grounds corresponding to the reasons given above for 
claim 14. 

As per claim 43, Cooper and Sweet teach all the claimed subject matters as discussed in 
claim 42, and further teach at least one CPIO included in the first set of CPIOs is provided by a 
content provider system coupled to the server system (Cooper, Fig. 1). 
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As per claim 44, Cooper and Sweet teach all the claimed subject matters as discussed in 
claim 42, and further teach the first set of CPIOs comprises a first CPIO and a second CPIO, 
wherein the first CPIO is provided by a first content provider system coupled to the server 
system and the second CPIO is provided by a second content provider system coupled to the 
server system (Cooper, Fig. 1). 



Conclusion 

16. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, TfflS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time pohcy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 
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Contact Information 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Chongshan Chen whose telephone number is (57 1)272-403 L 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday (8:00am-4:30 pm). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John E Breene can be reached on (571)272-4107. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an apphcation may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for pubHshed applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Chongshan Chen 
January 6, 2005 



